the noise level, nor could he state the number of hours spent
by the technical staff in developing the shield (Tr. 30).

In response to further questions, Mr. Lilly described
the LeRoi drill as a large track mounted piece of machinery,
and he stated that the operator stands at the control station
while operating the drill boom.  He confirmed that the drill
operator is positioned further back from the drill helper who
cleans and collars the drill steel.  He confirmed that only
the drill helper was surveyed with a dosimeter because he
spends more time in the area where the actual drilling is
performed.  However, on subsequent noise surveys, he would
probably test the drill operator and a loader operator, and
he tries not to survey the same individual again (Tr. 33-35).

Mr. Lilly confirmed that the drill is also used for
scaling loose material, and that over an 8-hour shift the
drill is in operation for approximately 4 to 5 hours (Tr. 36),
Mr. Lilly also confirmed that the results of his noise survey
on February 7th indicated that the drill noise exposure was
235.9 percent over the allowable limit, and that this trans-
lates into a noise exposure average of 96 dBA's, or 6 dBA's
over the allowable limit of 90 dBA's over the full shift
noise survey period (Tr. 38-39).  Mr. Lilly identified the
noise sources as the drill and the compressor.  The resulting
noise levels to which the employees are subjected are high
frequency directional noises coming from the air hammer and
the "ringing" of the rotating steel drill bits, and if one
were to place a barrier between the employees and the noise
source, a small reduction in the noise will result (Tr. 39).
The noise survey is based on a particular occupation and
takes into account the normal required duties of the person
being tested at any given time.  In the instant case, a deter-
mination was made that the drill and compressor were the main
sources of noise exposure to the area where the drill helper
was required' to work (Tr. 41).

Mr. Lilly stated that his experience with similar drill '
shielding devices in connection with MSHA's technical support
at another mining operation confirmed that such devices
effectively result in a great reduction of the drill noise
exposure.  In his opinion, shielding devices are practical at
the respondent's mining operation and they do not hamper the
operator's ability to drill or control the drill (Tr. 42).

Mr. Lilly conceded that while his citation makes refer-
ence to a drill "operator," the noise survey results are
equally applicable to the drill helper because both individ-
uals alternated at both occupational positions and the actual
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